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The Hon'ble Mn. GOKHALE : " It is quite true, Sir, tbat neither the
Finance Department nor myself have anything new to say on the subject.
It is also true that for the moment the Hon'ble Member is unconvinced by
what I have said, just as I am unconvinced by him ; but I am in hopes that,
if he is unconvinced this year, he will show himself more responsive nest
year or the year after. I find some comfort in the thought that a similar
experience has come to the [Finance Department in other matters in previous
years.

"There is one portion of the reply of the Hon'ble Mr. Meston to
which I would like to refer, and that is the concluding portion. The
Hon'ble Member says that if we took the last 10 years, it would be found
that the actual Famine Grant of a million a year was practically exhaust-
ed in famine relief and protective works, and that if my proposal had
been adopted 10 years ago and if the Famine Grant had not been available,
Government would have had to show a loss account in connection with
famines. Now, Sir, this is really ignoring the whole spirit of the creation of
the Famine Grant. \\ hen the Famine Grant was created more than 30 years
ago by Lord Lytton's Government, there were no large, ordinary surpluses
accruing to the revenues of the country to take into account. Sir John
Strachey, the Finance Minister, who created the fund, took into account
all possibilities of the ordinary revenue, and came to the conclusion that
the Government could not provide out of that revenue this margin for
famine expenditure, and therefore the Government of that time imposed extra
taxation in order to have this margin. But now, when you have a large
margin in your ordinary accounts, I do not see what is the special object of
maintaining a separate account of this Famine Grant and then saying that
famine expenditure is met out of this grant. My point is this: during
the past 10 or 12 years, which the Hon'ble Member has taken, you have
met the whole of your famine expenditure out of this Famine Grant,
and you have had besides 23 millions or somewhere thereabout as the
total of surpluses realized. If this Famine Grant had been abolished and the
annual revenue reduced by its amount, even then you would have had large
surpluses, the total being between 15 and 20 millions, instead of being between
20 and 25 millions. Well, Lord Lytton's Government never had such sur-
pluses, and if they had thought that the ordinary revenues would provide such
surpluses, they would never have created this Insurance Grant. I, therefore,
venture to think there is not much force in the concluding portion of the
Hon'ble Member's reply."

The resolution was put and rejected.

PROTECTIVE IREIGATIOH.

The Hon'ble Ma. GOKHALB : " I beg to move the next resolution which
stands in my name. It is this :

* That this Council recommends that the allotment of severity-five lakhs of rupees under
Famine Belief and Insurance, which is proposed to be devoted to [Reduction or Avoidance of
Debt, be transferred to Protective Irrigation/

" I move this resolution on the ground that any expenditure on some
useful object is better in present circumstances than this eternal reduction
of a small and vanishing debt. I would like to have these 75 lakhs, if possi-
ble, available for objects like education, sanitation and medical relief ; but
if that is not possible, I should prefer that the amount should be spent on
protective irrigation works. The Irrigation Commission's Report shows that
there is plenty of room for protective irrigation in the country. They con-
template in 20 years' time a total expenditure on works, which they call
intermediate, and those which they call unproductive, of about 28 crores.
There is thus plenty of room for expenditure on protective works, and rather
tlian that this sum should go to the reduction of debt, I propose that it should
be devoted to protective irrigation."